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DETAILED ACTION 
Election/Restrictions 
This application contains claims 3, 6-7, 9, 12 drawn to an invention nonelected with 
traverse on 5/30/06. A complete reply to the final rejection must include cancellation of 
nonelected claims or other appropriate action (37 CFR 1.144) See MPEP § 821.01. 

Claim Objections 

While claim 1 includes a positive recitation of the nozzle, it is suggested that the 
applicant amend claim 1 to positively recite the nozzle in the body of the claim rather than in the 
preamble of the claim for clarity purposes. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 15-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. 

Claim 15 includes certain limitations that render the claim indefinite. For example, the 
claim states "a longitudinal axis of the brush is parallel to said slit-like discharge opening" 
however, the nozzle and its slit-like discharge opening is not positively claimed. The applicant is 
not claiming the combination of a nozzle and an apparatus to clean a nozzle, but only the 
apparatus. Therefore, any limitations in the claim regarding the cleaning apparatus with respect 
to the nozzle are considered indefinite since the nozzle is positively recited. The claimed 
invention must result in a structural difference between the claimed invention and the prior art in 
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order to patentably distinguish the claimed invention from the prior art. If the prior art structure 
is capable of performing the intended use, then it meets the claim. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness 
or nonobviousness. 

Claims 1, 8 and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Zehner et al. (PGPub 2003/0127046) in view of Eriksson (USPN 6321688). 

Zehner teaches a cleaning apparatus for a paint spray gun nozzle. The apparatus 
comprises a cleaning tank (12) containing a cleaning liquid (64). There is a cylindrical brush 
(52), which is disposed in the cleaning liquid (figure 4) for cleaning a nozzle (112). The brush is 
rotatable around a longitudinal axis (as shown by arcuate arrow in figure 4 and as described in 
paragraph 0016). Zehner teaches all the essential elements of the claimed invention however 
fails to teach that the nozzle has a slit-like discharge opening and that the brush can be 
reciprocated horizontally and vertically (claim 1) and that there are mechanisms that allow for 
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the movement (claim 8). Eriksson teaches a cleaning apparatus comprising a longitudinal brush 
(29) that reciprocates vertically and horizontally (figure 3c and 3d). There is a swinging arm 
(59') for moving the brush horizontally and an extension arm (81) for moving the brush 
vertically. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify Zehner's brush so that it reciprocated vertically and horizontally as taught 
by Eriksson since the reciprocating brush will ensure that the entire portion (tip and sides) of the 
paint spray gun nozzle will get cleaned without spreading contamination (col. 2, lines 23-44). 
Additionally, it would have been obvious to modify the shape of the orifice of Zehner's nozzle 
so that the gun comprises a slit-like opening since it is known in the art to use various shapes of 
nozzle orifices on paint spray guns depending on the use of the spray paint. Using a slit-like 
opening will cause the spray paint to be diffused in a fan-like manner, which leads to an even 
distribution of paint allowing for even coverage. Therefore, a slit-like opening in the nozzle that 
is substantially the same length as the brush would have been an obvious modification to one of 
skill in the art since changing the shape of the orifices is well known in the art and one of skill in 
the art would know what size and shape the orifice should be based on the use of the nozzle. 

Regarding claim 14, the nozzle is capable of being adapted to discharging a solution onto 
a semiconductor wafer. A recitation of the intended use of the claimed invention must result in a 
structural difference between the claimed invention and the prior art in order to patentably 
distinguish the claimed invention from the prior art. If the prior art structure is capable of 
performing the intended use, then it meets the claim. The nozzle of Zehner is capable .of 
performing the task of discharging a solution to a semiconductor wafer since there is no 
structural difference between the nozzle of the present invention and Zehner. 
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Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Zehner et al. 
('046) in view of Eriksson ('688) as applied to claim 1 above and further in view of Tsutsumi et 
al. (USPN 6594457). 

Zehner in view of Eriksson teaches all the essential elements of the claimed invention 
however fails to teach that the hair structure of the brush is arranged obliquely with respect to the 
longitudinal axis of the brush. Tsutsumi teaches a longitudinal brush with the bristles (211) that 
are arranged obliquely (figure 2). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to modify Zehner' s bristles so that they are obliquely 
arranged as taught by Tsutsumi to increase the life expectancy of the brush. Bristles that are 
slanted rather than perpendicular to the longitudinal axis undergo stress when in use and 
therefore, will break more often than slanted bristles. Additionally, the slant of the bristles will 
create an induction force caused by the cleaning bias, and also a shearing force caused by the 
mechanical scrubbing of the brush. The induction force and the shearing force will act on the 
unwanted material on a nozzle and the material will be captured on the brush more effectively 
(col. 8, lines 33-39). 

Claims 4 and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Zehner et 
al. ('046) in view of Eriksson ('688) as applied to claim 1 above and further in view of 
Batchelder (USPN 2164443). 

Zehner in view of Eriksson teaches all the essential elements of the claimed invention 
however fail to teach a brush cleaning means (claim 4) or a comb (claim 10) for scraping 
material off the long-length brush as it is rotated. Batchelder teaches a brush cleaning means 
(63) with teeth (66) adjacent a brush (22) with bristles. The cleaning means combs through the 
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bristles as the brush rotates. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify Zehner's cleaning apparatus with a cleaning means such 
as a comb attached to the tank as taught by Batchelder so that the long-length brush will be kept 
clean since the comb-type element will remove any accumulation of material that accrue on the 
bristles (page 3, col. 2, lines 20-34). 

Claims 5 and 1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Zehner et 
al. ('046), Eriksson ('688) and Tsutsumi ('457) as applied to claim 2 above and further in view 
of Batchelder (USPN 2164443). 

Zehner, Eriksson and Tsutsumi teach all the essential elements of the claimed invention 
however fail to teach a brush cleaning means (claim 5) or a comb (claim 1 1) for scraping 
material off the long-length brush as it is rotated. Batchelder teaches a brush cleaning means 
(63) with teeth (66) adjacent a brush (22) with bristles. The cleaning means combs through the 
bristles as the brush rotates. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify Zehner, Eriksson and Tsutsumi 's cleaning apparatus with 
a cleaning means such as a comb attached to the tank as taught by Batchelder so that the long- 
length brush will be kept clean since the comb-type element will remove any accumulation of 
material that accrue on the bristles (page 3, col. 2, lines 20-34). 

Claim 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Zehner et al. 
(PGPub 2003/0127046) in view of Eriksson (USPN 6321688) as applied to claim 1 above and 
further in view of Tsutsumi ('457). 

Zehner in view of Eriksson teaches all the essential elements of the claimed invention 
however fails to teach that the hair structure of the brush is arranged obliquely with respect to 
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both the longitudinal axis of the brush and the circumferential direction of the brush such that the 
hair structure contacts the lower end of the nozzle. Tsutsumi teaches a longitudinal brush with 
the bristles (211) that are arranged obliquely with respect to both the longitudinal axis and the 
circumferential direction of the brush. Figure 2 shows the bristles arranged obliquely with 
respect to the longitudinal axis and figure 3 shows the bristles arranged obliquely with respect to 
the circumferential direction of the brush since the bristles are positioned on the roller at a 
diagonal. Having the bristles positioned on the roller at a diagonal causes the bristles to be 
oblique to the circumferential direction. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to modify Zehner's bristles so that they are obliquely 
arranged as taught by Tsutsumi to increase the life expectancy of the brush. Bristles that are 
slanted rather than perpendicular to the longitudinal axis undergo stress when in use and 
therefore, will break more often than slanted bristles. Additionally, the slant of the bristles will 
create an induction force caused by the cleaning bias, and also a shearing force caused by the 
mechanical scrubbing of the brush. The induction force and the shearing force will act on the 
unwanted material on a nozzle and the material will be captured on the brush more effectively 
(col. 8, lines 33-39). 

Claims 15 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Zehner 
et al. (PGPub 2003/0127046) in view of Eriksson (USPN 6321688). 

Zehner teaches a cleaning apparatus for a paint spray gun nozzle (108). The apparatus 
comprises a cleaning tank (12) containing a cleaning liquid (64). The tank has an open upper 
end (24) adapted to receive the lower end of the nozzle (figure 1). There is a cylindrical brush 
(52), which is disposed in the cleaning liquid (figure 4) for cleaning a nozzle (112). The brush is 
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rotatable around a longitudinal axis (as shown by arcuate arrow in figure 4 and as described in 
paragraph 0016). Zehner teaches all the essential elements of the claimed invention however 
fails to teach that the brush can be reciprocated horizontally and vertically (claim 1) and that 
there are mechanisms that allow for the movement (claim 8). Eriksson teaches a cleaning 
apparatus comprising a longitudinal brush (29) that reciprocates vertically and horizontally 
(figure 3c and 3d). There is a swinging arm (59') for moving the brush horizontally and an 
extension arm (81) for moving the brush vertically. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify Zehner 5 s brush so that it 
reciprocated vertically and horizontally as taught by Eriksson since the reciprocating brush will 
ensure that the entire portion (tip and sides) of the paint spray gun nozzle will get cleaned 
without spreading cdntamination (col. 2, lines 23-44). 

Claim 16 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Zehner et al. 
('046) in view of Eriksson ('688) as applied to claim 15 above and further in view of Tsutsumi et 
al. ('457). 

Zehner in view of Eriksson teaches all the essential elements of the claimed invention 
however fails to teach that the hair structure of the brush is arranged obliquely with respect to the 
longitudinal axis of the brush. Tsutsumi teaches a longitudinal brush with the bristles (211) that 
are arranged obliquely (figure 2). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to modify Zehner' s bristles so that they are obliquely 
arranged as taught by Tsutsumi to increase the life expectancy of the brush. Bristles that are 
slanted rather than perpendicular to the longitudinal axis undergo stress when in use and 
therefore, will break more often than slanted bristles. Additionally, the slant of the bristles will 
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create an induction force caused by the cleaning bias, and also a shearing force caused by the 
mechanical scrubbing of the brush. The induction force and the shearing force will act on the 
unwanted material on a nozzle and the material will be captured on the brush more effectively 
(col. 8, lines 33-39). 

Claim 17 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Zehner 
et al. ('046) in view of Eriksson ('688) as applied to claim 15 above and further in view of 
Batchelder (USPN 2164443). 

Zehner in view of Eriksson teaches all the essential elements of the claimed invention 
however fail to teach a brush cleaning means (claim 17) or a comb (claim 19) for scraping 
material off the long-length brush as it is rotated. Batchelder teaches a brush cleaning means 
(63) with teeth (66) adjacent a brush (22) with bristles. The cleaning means combs through the 
bristles as the brush rotates. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify Zehner' s cleaning apparatus with a cleaning means such 
as a comb attached to the tank as taught by Batchelder so that the long-length brush will be kept 
clean since the comb-type element will remove any accumulation of material that accrue on the 
bristles (page 3, col. 2, lines 20-34). 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 10/30/06 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. The arguments are addressed in the order that they are presented in the remarks. 

In response to applicant's argument that Zehner and Eriksson are nonanalogous art, it has 
been held that a prior art reference must either be in the field of applicant's endeavor or, if not, 
then be reasonably pertinent to the particular problem with which the applicant was concerned, 
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in order to be relied upon as a basis for rejection of the claimed invention. See In re Oetiker, 977 
F.2d 1443, 24 USPQ2d 1443 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, Zehner is analogous art since it is 
reasonably pertinent to a problem with which the applicant was concerned. The reference as 
well as the applicant acknowledges a problem of cleaning dirty nozzles and both the reference 
and the applicant attempt to address the issue of cleaning the nozzle by means of a rotary brush. 
Regarding Eriksson, the reference is analogous since it addresses the issue of cleaning the sides 
and tip of elongated members. While the elongated member of the present invention and 
Eriksson are different, the device used to clean the members functions in the same manner. 

The applicant argues that it would not have been obvious to combine Zehner and 
Eriksson since they are non-analogous however, they are analogous since both teach devices use 
to clean elongated members. The devices are essentially the same however, what they are used 
to clean is different. The elements that the devices clean are the intended use of the device. 
Therefore, Zehner teaches a device to clean the tip of an elongated element and Eriksson teaches 
a device to clean both the tip and the sides of the elongated element. Therefore, they are 
analogous art since they are both reasonably pertinent to a particular problem of cleaning 
elongated elements. 

The applicant additionally argues that the modification of Zehner with Eriksson would 
make Zehner inoperable for its intended use and that by allowing the brush to move vertically 
and horizontally would mean that a slot would need to be but into the sidewall of the container 
and the solvent would then drain out. The Examiner maintains the rejection as stated above 
since the modification of the allowing the brush to move vertically and horizontally would not 
make the device inoperable. One of skill in the art would be able to modify the invention of 
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Zehner so that the solvent would not drain out as shown in the present invention. The present 
invention has a brush that operates horizontally and vertically and yet no fluid is drained from 
the housing. Therefore, one of skill in the art would know to what steps to take to allow the 
brush to perform two movements without causing the solvent to be drained from the housing. 
Additionally, the Examiner would like to point out that the claim language does not state that the 
brush is completely emerged within cleaning liquid. The claim only states that the brush is 
disposed in the liquid. If a slot was formed in the sidewall to allow for vertical and horizontal 
movement and one of skill in the art could not figure a way to prevent the solvent from draining, 
the slot would not extend below the existing brush shaft (56). Therefore, the lower bristles of 
brush would still be located within the solvent since the solvent would only drain from the 
housing until the shaft of the brush. 

Regarding the argument of claim 2, the applicant is correct in stating that is should have 
been rejected by Zehner in view of Eriksson and not solely in view of Zehner. This was the 
Examiner's intention at the time the Office Action was written since claim 2 depends directly 
from claim 1 and claim 1 is rejected by Zehner in view of Eriksson. This was an overlook on the 
Examiner's part and it has been corrected above. 

Additionally, the applicant argues that Tsutsumi is non-analogous to the applicant's field 
of endeavor however, it is analogous since the brush is directed to removing residue from a 
surface. The brush of the present invention is used to remove residue from a nozzle while the 
brush of Tsutsumi is used to remove residue from a transfer drum. The reference is reasonably 
pertinent to the problem with which the inventor is concerned; removing residue. 
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Regarding the argument for claims 4 and 10, the applicant is correct in stating that is 
should have been rejected by Zehner in view of Eriksson and not solely in view of Zehner. This 
was the Examiner's intention at the time the Office Action was written since the claims depend 
ultimately from claim 1 and claim 1 is rejected by Zehner in view of Eriksson. This was an 
overlook on the Examiner's part and it has been corrected above. 

The applicant argues that Batchelder is non-analogous to the applicant's field of endeavor 
however, it is analogous since it is used to clean debris from brushes. Batchelder is reasonably 
pertinent to the problem with which the inventor is concerned, since both the applicant and 
Batchelder address the problem of debris on the rotating brush and both teach a device to remove 
debris from the brush. 

Regarding the argument for claims 5 and 1 1, the applicant is correct in stating that is 
should have been rejected by Zehner in view of Eriksson and not solely in view of Zehner. This 
was the Examiner's intention at the time the Office Action was written since the claims depend 
ultimately from claim 1 and claim 1 is rejected by Zehner in view of Eriksson. This was an 
overlook on the Examiner's part and it has been corrected above. 

In response to applicant's argument that the examiner's conclusion of obviousness is 
based upon improper hindsight reasoning, it must be recognized that any judgment on 
obviousness is in a sense necessarily a reconstruction based upon hindsight reasoning. But so 
long as it takes into account only knowledge which was within the level of ordinary skill at the 
time the claimed invention was made, and does not include knowledge gleaned only from the 
applicant's disclosure, such a reconstruction is proper. See In re McLaughlin, 443 F.2d 1392, 
170USPQ 209 (CCPA1971). 
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Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. The applicant amended claim 1 to positively recite the nozzle and added new 
claims 13-19. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Shay L. Karls whose telephone number is 571-272-1268. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 7:00-4:30 M-Th, alternating F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Gladys Corcoran can be reached on 571-272-1214. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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